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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claim 2, 3, 7, and 8 are objected to because of the following informalities: step "c" and 
"d" mentioned in these claims do not exist. Appropriate correction is required. The 
examiner assumes that step "c" is the last paragraph in claim 1 and step "d" is in claim 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



1. Claims 1-3, 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Alford, Jr. et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,027,051), hereinafter referenced as Alford. 



Regarding Claim 1, Alford discloses a method for presenting an 
aggregate view of native resources (figure 9) , the method comprising the 
steps of: enumerating a plurality of system-scoped native resources ("CPU" , 
"memory", and "disk i/o", figure 9) provided by a system scope; 
enumerating a plurality of application-scoped native resources provided by an 
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application isolation scope ("CPU", "memory" , and "disk I/O" usage 

per application, figure 9) , some of the plurality of application-scoped 
resources corresponding to some of the plurality of system-scoped resources; 
determining, for one of the plurality of system-scoped resources, the existence of 
a corresponding one of the plurality of application-scoped resources; and 
including the corresponding one of the plurality of application-scoped resources 
in an aggregate view of native resources (For example, resource 

utilization for "DB1" , "users", and "Websphere" applications 
are shown as "CPU", "memory" , and "disk I/O" usage, as shown 
in figure 9) . 

Regarding claim 2, Alford discloses everything as in claim 1 rejection. 
Alford also discloses one of the plurality of system-scoped resources, that a 
corresponding one of the plurality of application-scoped resources does not exist 

(In figure 9, there is an entry "system" with resource usage 
that do not correspond to any application). 

Regarding claim 3, Alford discloses everything as in claim 2 rejection. 
Alford also discloses adding the entries to the aggregate view of native resources 

(entry "system" in figure 9). 
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Regarding claim 11, Alford discloses the step of intercepting, by one of a 
file system driver, a mini-driver, a user mode hooking mechanism, and a kernel 
mode hooking mechanism, a request to enumerate a file system comprising 
System-SCOped resources (Disk I/O in figure 9, also "...the display 
is for a resource in the form of a file system storage 
space, a central processing unit (CPU) and a memory device 
on a UNIX based data processing system", column 5, line 39- 
42. It is also inherent that the displayed file system 
resource must be captured by file system driver, a mini- 
driver, a user mode hooking mechanism, or a kernel mode 
hooking mechanism). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



2. Claims 4-6, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alford, Jr. et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,027,051), hereinafter referenced 
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as Alford, in view of Tachihara et al. (U. S. patent application publication no 
2004/0249937), hereinafter referenced as Tachihara. 



Regarding claim 4, Alford everything as in claim 1 rejection. However, 
Alford fails to disclose an aggregate view enumerating a plurality of user-scoped 
native resources provided by a user isolation scope, some of the plurality of user- 
scoped resources corresponding to some of the plurality of system-scoped 
resources. 



However, the examiner maintains that it was well known in the art that 
there is a method that provides an aggregate view of system resource per user, 
as taught by Tachihara. 



In a similar field of endeavor, Tachihara discloses a system performance 
method that display an aggregate view of system resource ("Server l " , 
"storage 2" ,...) per user ("user id"), as disclosed in figure 23. 



Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Alford by adding the system resource 
utilization per user, as taught by Tachihara. This modification allows Alford's 
invention to provide an aggregate view of system resources for both user and 
application levels. 
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Regarding claim 5, Alford and Tachihara disclose everything as in claim 4 
rejection. Alford also discloses for one of the plurality of system-scoped 
resources, that a corresponding one of the plurality of user-scoped resources 
does not exist (In figure 9, there is an entry "system" with 
resource usage that do not correspond to any application. 
With the combination of Tachihara and Alford in claim 4 
rejection, Alford can display an entry "system" with 
resource usage that does not correspond to any user). 

Regarding claim 6, Alford and Tachihara disclose everything as in claim 4 
rejection. They also disclose including the one of the plurality of system-scoped 
resources in an aggregate view of system-scoped resources (see claim 3 
rejection). 

Regarding claim 9, Alford and Tachihara disclose everything as in claim 4 
rejection. They also disclose for one of the plurality of system-scoped resources, 
that a corresponding one of the plurality of user-scoped resources indicates the 
resource is deleted (see claim 7's rejection). 

Regarding claim 10, Alford discloses everything as in claim 7 rejection. The 
examiner take official notice that it is well known in the art if an entry does not 
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have any value, the system can be programmed not to show the entry in the view 

(see claim 8 rejection). 

3. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alford, 
Jr. et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,027,051 ), hereinafter referenced as Alford, in view of 
Rachman etal. (U. S. patent application publication no. 2004/0230971), hereinafter 
referenced as Rachman. 

Regarding claim 12, Alford disclose everything as in claim 1 rejection. 
However, Alford fails to disclose the step of intercepting a request to enumerate 
a plurality of registry entries . 

However, the examiner maintains that it was well known in the art that 
there is a method that captures and lists a plurality of registry entries for an 
application, as taught by Rachman. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Rachman discloses an application manager 
that "gets the list of all registry entries that were created 
during the installation process and fixes all files 
associations that were created", as disclosed in paragraph 0065. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Alford by adding the application 
manager to obtain the list of registry entries and add them into the view in figure 
9 or 10 (i.e. a new column with list of registry entries) that list all the registry for 
each application, as taught by Rachman. This modification allows Alford's 
invention to view the registry entries for each application. 

4. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Alford, Jr. et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,027,051), hereinafter referenced as Alford. 

Regarding claim 7, Alford discloses everything as in claim 1 rejection. 
Alford also discloses the bar view indicates the values for system resource 
utilization. However, Alford fails to specifically disclose that for one of the plurality 
of system-scoped resources, a corresponding one of the plurality of application- 
scoped resources indicates the resource is deleted. 

The examiner takes official notice that it is well known in the art if the 
application does not used a particular system resource (i.e. the resource is 
deleted), the view can be modified to specifically indicate a particular resource is 
deleted. The view in Alford's figure 9 can be modified to specifically indicate a 
particular resource is deleted for an application instead of showing no value for 
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deleted resources. The modification will improve the view by clearly indicating 
the resource for the application is deleted vs. the resource is not used. 

Regarding claim 8, Alford discloses everything as in claim 7 rejection. 
However, Alford fails to disclose removing the system-scoped resource from the 
aggregate view of system-scoped resources if it is not used by any application. 

The examiner takes official notice that it is well known in the art if an entry 
does not have any value (i.e. an application does not have any corresponding 
system resource, as in figure 9), the system can be programmed not to show the 
entry in the view. Alford's bar view can be programmed not to report the system- 
scoped resources if it is not used by any application. The modification will 
improve the view by not showing the system resources if they are not used by 
any application or user. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BAO NGUYEN whose telephone number is (571)270- 
7240. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00 AM - 4:00 PM). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/71 1 ,736 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 4112 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jefferey Harold can be reached on 571-272-7519. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/BAO NGUYEN/ 1/30/2009 
Examiner, Art Unit 41 1 2 

/Jefferey F Harold/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 41 12 



